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reasonable. Montgomery Traction Co. et al. v. Harmon (1904), — Ala. — , 37 
So. Rep. 371. 

For a discussion of the principles involved in this decision, see the fol- 
lowing note. 

Corporations— Liability of Officers — Negligent Management — Con- 
tracts Between Corporations Having Common Officers. — Defendant was 
trustee and president of a building association, and, with other trustees, who 
were authorized to transact the business of the association, sold real estate 
to a trust company, of which he was also president and a heavy stockholder, 
in exchange for certain securities which were of doubtful value. All the 
trustees and officers of the building association were trustees or officers, or 
both, of the trust company. A bond and mortgage were taken from the trust 
company as a guaranty of the collection of the securities to the amount of the 
agreed price of the property, but by agreement the mortgage was not recorded. 
The trust company desiring to sell the property, defendant procured the pas- 
sage of a resolution by the trustees of the building association authorizing 
the cancellation of the mortgage, without the knowledge or consent of the 
stockholders. Held, that the cancellation of the mortgage operated as a fraud 
upon the association, by depriving it of its only valid security, and rendered 
defendants individually liable. Brinckerhoff v. Roosevelt et al. (1904), — C. 
C. E. D., N. Y. — , 131 Fed. Rep. 955. 

By the weight of authority the mere fact that the officers of two contract- 
ing corporations are common to both, does not render the contract void. 
The contract will not be set aside at the instance of a stockholder unless he 
shows damage. Pauly v. Pauly, 107 Cal. 8, 40 Pac. 29, 48 Am. St. Rep. 98; 
Smith v. Ferries, etc. Ry., 51 Pac. Rep. 710. Such contracts, however, will be 
subjected to severe scrutiny and will be set aside by a court of equity on the 
least appearance of unfairness. Hutchinson v. Sutton Mfg. Co., 57 Fed. Rep. 
998. Although there is some conflict on the subject, the best line of author- 
ities states that where the ground of liability is for nonfeasance, negligence 
or misjudgment in respect to matters within the scope of the proper powers 
of the officer, he will be held responsible for a failure to bring to the dis- 
charge of his duties such degree of attention, care, skill and judgment as is 
ordinarily used in the discharge of such duties. The North Hudson Building 
& Loan Association v. Childs et al., 82 Wis. 460, 33 Am. St. Rep. 57; Bank 
v. Hill, 56 Maine 385, 96 Am. Dec. 470. As to the circumstances under which 
shareholders may maintain a suit in equity, in which the corporation itself is 
the appropriate plaintiff, see Halves v. Oakland, 104 U. S. Rep. 450. 

Deed — Insane Person — Voidable Assignment. — Complainant entered into 
an executory contract with defendant company for the purchase of land and 
went into possession. Subsequently, he was adjudged insane and committed 
to an asylum, but no guardian was appointed for him. During his confine- 
ment, he made an assignment of his interest in the land contract to his wife, 
consenting to a conveyance by the defendant of the land in suit to her. After 
title perfected in the wife, she executed a lease of the premises to one of the 
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defendants, and by warranty deed conveyed the fee, subject to the lease, to 
another. This bill, filed more than a year after complainant's discharge from 
the asylum, sought to have the assignment, purchase-money mortgage given 
to defendant by the wife, the lease, and deed set aside. Held, although the 
assignment made during complainant's incarceration was voidable, he had by 
his conduct subsequently ratified it. Wolcott v. Connecticut General Life Ins. 
Co. et al. (1904), — Mich. — , 100 N. W. Rep. 569. 

As to whether an assignment by an insane person, not under guardianship, 
involving his right to execute a deed, is void or voidable, the decisions are 
conflicting. By the weight of authority, however, it is held voidable. Castro 
v. Geil, no Cal. 292, 42 Pac. 804; French Lumbering Co. v. Theriault et ux., 
107 Wis. 627, 83 N. W. 927; McAnaw v. Tiffin, 143 Mo. 667, 45 S. W. 656; 
Burnham v. Kidwell, 113 111. 425; Johnson v. Harmon, 94 U. S. 371 ; Luhrs v. 
Hancock, 181 U. S. 567. Van Deusen v. Sweet, 51 N. Y. 378, only declares 
deeds void when made by persons absolutely incompetent to act mentally in 
the transaction. Several American jurisdictions, including two federal cir- 
cuit courts, hold the deeds of persons non compotes mentis absolutely void 
when a guardian does not appear to have been appointed. Farley v. Parker, 
6 Ore. 105 ; Boddie v. Bush, 136 Ala. 560 ; Beach, The Modern Law of Con- 
tract, § 1390 ; German Savings & Loan Society v. De Lashmutt et al., 67 Fed. 
Rep. 399; Edwards v. Davenport, 20 Fed. Rep. 756. To be distinguished 
from these, Dexter v. Hall, 15 Wall. 9, — that the power of attorney of one 
non compos mentis is void. Commitment to an asylum, pursuant to statute, 
does not establish incapacity to contract in the person so committed. Leggate 
v. Clark, in Mass. 308; Knox v. Hang, 48 Minn. 58; The Topeka Water-Sup- 
ply Co. v. Root, 56 Kan. 187; Dewey v. Allgire, 37 Neb. 6. Ratification is 
presumed by doing nothing toward disaffirmance after becoming sane. Arnold 
v. Richmond Iron Works, 1 Gray 434. Or by long acquiesence after restora- 
tion to sanity. Jones v. Evans, 7 Dana 96. Ratification or disaffirmance may 
be shown by any acts clearly indicating an intention to ratify or annul a deed 
made during insanity. Howe v. Howe, 99 Mass. 98. 

Ejectment — Impairment of Contract Obligation. — Ejectment by L 
claiming under a quit-claim deed from P. B, defendant below, showed title 
through a sheriff's certificate issued upon foreclosure sale to her as mort- 
gagee and purchaser. B had been in possession since breach of condition by 
the mortgagor to pay taxes. The statute existing when the mortgage was 
executed, did not limit the period within which the sheriff's deed was to be 
made. Subsequently, a statute limiting such time to five years, after the 
period of redemption had expired, was passed. B neglected to comply with 
the provision, and secured no deed within the prescribed time. Held, eject- 
ment would not lie. Bradley v. Light cap (1904), — U. S. — , 24 Sup. Ct. 
Rep. 748. 

The decision is based upon the impairment of the contract obligation 
wrought by the latter enactment, which the court (per Chief Justice Fuller) 
refuses to read into the terms of the mortgage previously made. This cause 
was twice before the Illinois Supreme Court, 188 111. 510; 201 111. 511; judg- 



